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Commenting Party: Fairweather Pacific, LLC 

Date of Comment(s): March 4, 2004 

Responses to Comment(s): 

 15-1. The text of Section 1.3, Environmental Measures Incorporated into the Project 
Plan, of the DEIR has been revised to reflect the comment.  Please see errata 
pages. 

 15-2. The DEIR on page 4.3-11, Impact TRF-4 recognizes that, “The proposed Project 
like the structure it replaces will be a hazard to navigation.”  The document on 
page 1-14 Section 1.4 characterizes this circumstance as a potentially significant 
impact for which mitigation is provided in Mitigation Measure TRF-4 on page 4.3-
11 of the DEIR. 

 15-3. The referenced measure was proposed in response to a comment from the 
California Coastal Commission (CCC) on the DEIR for the originally proposed 
project, but it is also germane to the Revised Project.  We have consulted Monica 
DeAngelis, marine mammal monitoring specialist from the NOAA Fisheries with 
respect to this recommendation and she too believes that the principal 
investigator should not be allowed to waive the aerial survey and monitoring as 
such is provided in the Wildlife Protection Plan.   

 15-4. The use of a bubble curtain deterred fish from entering the area of greatest 
explosive impact at the Seacliff Piers demolition project, thus reducing injury and 
mortality.  Based on such practical experience and success, it has also been 
proposed for use in this project 

 15-5. The referenced requirement is proposed in recognition of potential observations 
in bird behavior and to ensure that no harm to nesting birds would occur.  All 
migratory non-game native bird species are protected under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA).  Sections 3503, 3503.4 and 3513 of the California 
Fish and Game Code also prohibit the take of birds and their active nests, 
including raptors and other migratory non-game birds as listed under the MBTA.  
A list of migratory birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 is 
contained in 50 CFR 10.13 and includes, among others, Brandt’s cormorant.  
This measure will also ensure that the applicant is in compliance with the MBTA. 

 15-6. Ground truthing of anchor locations was suggested by the staff of the CCC in 
their comment letter on the original project to determine whether anchor site 
revisions would be necessary to reduce kelp and hard bottom habitat impacts.  
The comment indicates that, “a monitor will confirm the positions to which the 
anchors are flown as being those established in the final survey.”  The use of a 
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diver as the monitor would be an efficient means to accomplish both verifications, 
i.e., ground-truthing for biological and logistical purposes. 

 15-7. Wire rope would be allowable.  The text of Section 1.0, Executive Summary, 
Section 4.4, Biological Resources and the MMP have been revised to state that 
wire rope is an acceptable and comparable alternative to “soft line”. 

 15-8. The summary table has been revised to indicate that loss of kelp habitat is Class 
3 impact (see errata pages). 

  The DEIR acknowledges that there would be a minor, beneficial, long-term 
impact on commercial and recreational fishing due to the additional rocky area 
that would support kelp, invertebrates and certain fish.  However, in the short-
term the impacts on habitat would be adverse. 

 15-9. Clarifying text has been added to DEIR Sections 1.0, 4.4 and the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program.  Please see errata pages. 

 15-10. The measure is appropriately consistent with standard County of Santa Barbara 
mitigation for significant construction noise impacts since the sensitive receptors 
that would be impacted would be located in Santa Barbara County.  The 
measure, however, would be applied only if a “sensitive receptor”, as defined in 
the DEIR, exists within 1,600 feet of the affected site.   

 15-11. The DEIR is clear with respect to the type of noise that will result from the use of 
underwater explosives at the project site (see discussion of NOI-1). The terms 
are interchangeable and neither is more pejorative than the other. 

 15-12. The dissemination of accurate information about the Proposed Project to 
members of the public that may not avail themselves of the public hearing 
process, but are likely to observe the project activities, often ameliorates people’s 
concerns regarding activities that may affect their lives. 

 15-13. The same project activity may, due to different significance criteria or plans, rules 
or regulations, have different levels of impact with respect to other issue areas.  
In this instance, the Proposed Project was determined not to result in a 
significant impact on biological resources.  This evaluation takes into account 
turbidity, suspension of organic matter, characteristics of potentially effected 
marine life influencing the level of impact such as their mobility, etc.   

  However, the Ocean Plan water quality regulations seek to minimize the effects 
of discharges on various water quality parameters such as light transmission, 
aesthetics, etc.  To ensure that these general requirements for discharge would 
be met to the extent feasible, disturbance of ocean floor sediments needs to be 
minimized.  Thus, the Proposed Project was determined, with respect to water 
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quality, to result in a significant turbidity impact, which is mitigated by minimizing 
the jetting of ocean sediments to the extent feasible. 

 15-14. The correction has been made to the text of Section 2.0, Introduction of the EIR 
(please see errata pages). 

 15-15. The reference to a CAT98F loader has been replaced with tracked dozer (please 
see errata pages). 

 15-16. The correction has been made to Section 3.0 of the EIR (please see errata 
pages). 

 15-17. The word “wave” has been added to the referenced sentence in Section 4.1 of 
the EIR (please see errata pages). 

 15-18. The referenced text of Section 4.1 of the EIR has been modified for clarification 
(please see errata pages). 

 15-19. The referenced text of Section 4.1, Geology and Coastal Process has been 
revised to replace the reference to chain with wire rope.  Please see errata 
pages. 

 15-20. Comment noted. 

 15-21. It is understood, from speaking with Rob Campbell-Taylor of Venoco, that the 
Ellwood Pier is owned by the State of California and is leased.  It is used 50 
percent by Venoco and 50 percent by Exxon.  Exxon’s use of the pier is similar to 
Venoco’s and they service Platform Hondo.  The referenced text has been 
revised.  Please see errata pages. 

 15-22. The referenced text has been struck from Section 4.3.1.3 (please see errata 
pages). 

 15-23. The reference to the use of Ellwood Pier is qualified, i.e., “If necessary.”  Thank 
you for the clarification.   

 15-24. The reference to the EFHA on page 4.4-3 in Section 4.4.1.1, General Description 
of Biological Resources has been modified to reflect the correct date (please see 
errata pages). 

 15-25. The discussion pertaining to double-crested cormorants was included in the 
DEIR in response to a comment from the CCC on the original DEIR because 
they are a state species of concern.  The referenced DEIR section pertains only 
to endangered, threatened and other listed species.  Brandt’s cormorant is not a 
listed species and, accordingly, is not included in Section 4.4.1.3. 
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 15-26. The commentor is correct. 

 15-27. The referenced text of Section 4.4.4 of the DEIR has been rephrased (please see 
errata pages). 

 15-28. Based upon the State CEQA Guidelines, any impact, regardless of the level of 
such impact, to locally designated species or locally designated communities 
may be significant. 

 15-29. The applicant’s Wildlife Protection Plan (Appendix J of the DEIR) accounts for 
the unlikely event of one set of charges detonating at once.  The referenced table 
is consistent with this more conservative approach. 

 15-30. The text of the bullet item has been clarified (please see errata pages). 

 15-31. The text of Section 4.4.4.3 of the EIR has been revised to indicate the use of a 
starter’s pistol or air horn (please see errata pages). 

 15-32. The text of the last bullet on page 4.4-45 has been modified to clarify that an 
aerial survey will occur immediately prior to the start of any pile driving operation 
(please see errata pages).  

 15-33. The referenced text of DEIR Section 4.4 has been deleted (please see errata 
pages). 

 15-34. The referenced text of DEIR Section 4.4 has been revised to indicate that the 
marine mammal watch is to be conducted by trained vessel personnel.  The 
applicant’s Marine Mammal Contingency Plan (MMCP) (Appendix L of the DEIR) 
states that all crew members are required to read and understand the MMCP as 
their marine mammal training. 

 15-35. Please see Response to Comment 15-3. 

 15-36. Please see Response to Comment 15-4. 

 15-37. The referenced text at page 4.4-47 of the EIR has been clarified (please see 
errata pages). 

 15-38. The referenced text on page 4.4-48 of the DEIR has been clarified (please see 
errata pages). 

 15-39. The dimensions of the referenced preclusion area have been revised (please see 
errata pages). 

 15-40. Please see Response to Comment 15-5. 
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 15-41. The reference should have been to Section 4.4.2.  The referenced text of the EIR 

has been corrected (please see errata pages). 

 15-42. The reference should have been to Section 4.4.2.  The referenced text of the EIR 
has been corrected (please see errata pages). 

 15-43. The phrase “offshore activities” should be interpreted solely within the context of 
the discussion of Impact BIO-7 on pages 4.4-52 t0 4.4-54.  Please refer to the 
definition of Impact BIO-7 on page 4.4-52. 

 15-44. Please see Response to Comment 15-8. 

 15-45. It may be possible for fumes to reach the surface through the air bubbles that rise 
from the detonation site; hence, the reference to the provision of the MSDS and 
conclusion that the coastal breeze will clear the area almost immediately. 

 15-46. The reference to KELCO in DEIR Section 4.4 has been replaced with ISP 
Corporation (please see errata pages). 

 15-47. The duplicative word “project” in the referenced text on page 4.5-5 of the DEIR 
has been deleted (please see errata pages). 

 15-48. The DEIR needs to address the potential impacts associated with the transport 
and use of explosives.  The text in the last sentence of the first paragraph under 
HAZ-5 discussion has been modified to clarify that potential hazards exist in the 
transport of explosives.  As affirmatively stated in the DEIR Section 4.5, Hazards, 
the public will not be at risk during the planned operational use of explosives 
(please see errata pages). 

 15-49. The text indicates that the prescribed construction window is in specific 
conformance with the CDFG.  While this may be the primary reason for the 
timing of the window, it also coincides with the period of “less severe conditions 
for project diving personnel.”   

 15-50. The text of the referenced table has been revised to identify the location as the 
beach in front of Sandpiper Golf Course (please see errata pages). 

 15-51. The noise impact of pile driving is considered significant.  As indicated in the 
comment, there is no barrier effect between the site and the Bacara Resort, 
beach and near shore edge of Sandpiper Golf Course.  A reduction in project 
noise levels for the residential area identified Table 4.6-4 can be expected as a 
result of the barrier effect from the bluffs. See also Response to Comment 15-10 
herein. 

 15-52. In the impact assessment portion of the DEIR Noise Section, it is acknowledged 
that, due to the distance between the project site and sensitive receptors, most of 
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the construction noise would not be significant.  However, because pile driving 
would result in noise levels above that typical for construction equipment, noise 
levels during this phase only would exceed thresholds at sensitive receptor sites 
within 1,600 feet of the site.  See also Response to Comment 15-10 herein. 

 15-53. The reference to the crane in Section 4.6.2.3 of the EIR has been revised in 
response to the comment.  Please see errata pages. 

 15-54. The referenced table (4.6-4) has been clarified to indicate that Haskell’s Beach is 
in front of Sandpiper Golf Course.  (Please see errata pages) 

 15-55. The text of Section 4.6 has been corrected (please see errata pages). 

 15-56. The text of Section 4.7 has been corrected (please see errata pages). 

 15-57. We agree that it is very unlikely that the project site can be seen from U.S. 
Highway 101 due to the topography of the area which features high bluffs 
onshore from the Proposed Project site.  The referenced text of Section 4.7, 
Aesthetics, has been revised accordingly (please see errata pages). 

 15-58. Please see Response to Comment 15-12. 

 15-59. The content of the referenced text is the Environmental Setting, which provides 
information about the potential range of historical resources in the region.  As 
indicated on page 4.8-8 of the DEIR, the Army Corps of Engineers has 
determined that the remnant structure “will not be considered a historical 
property.”   

 15-60. The referenced text of Section 4.8 has been corrected to indicate that the piles 
will be 30-inch in diameter (please see errata pages). 

 15-61. Please see Response to Comment 15-13. 

 15-62. Comment noted.  The cited project falls within the category of “occurring within 
the same geographic area” as the Proposed Project. 

 15-63. The text of Section 5.0 has been revised to render it consistent with the 
discussion and analyses within BIO-7 beginning on page 4.4-52 of the DEIR 
(please see errata pages).   

 15-64. Comment acknowledged. 

 15-65. Comment acknowledged. 

 15-66. The correction has been made to Section 8.0, References of the EIR (please see 
errata pages) 
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 15-67. The text of Section 8.0 has been revised to reflect the correction noted (please 

see errata pages). 

 15-68. Comment acknowledged.   

 15-69. Comment acknowledged.   

 15-70. Please see Response to Comment 15-5. 

 15-71. The Wildlife Contingency Plan applies throughout the Proposed Project because 
of the need for vessel personnel to implement marine mammal avoidance 
measures. 

 15-72. Please see Response to Comment 15-3. 

 15-73. Please see Response to Comment. 15-4. 

 15-74. Please see Response to Comment 15-5. 

 15-75. Please see Response to Comment 15-6. 

 15-76. The MMP has been revised to clarify that this measure only applies prior to 
project implementation. 

 15-77. The text has been modified to reflect the specific requirement of Mitigation 
Measure BIO-7 (please see errata pages). 

 15-78. Please see Response to Comment 15-7. 

 15-79. Please see Response to Comment 15-8. 

 15-80. The text of the MMP timing statement has been revised to reflect that the 
Explosives Transportation and Operations Plan applies during the caisson 
toppling phase of the Proposed Project rather than throughout the project’s 
duration (please see errata pages). 

 15-81. Please see Response to Comment 15-10. 

 15-82. Please see Response to Comment 15-12. 
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